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FOREWORD

The Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences
(ARI) maintains a field unit with the U.S. Army, Europe (USAREUR) to
conduct research to meet the special needs of USAREUR and to evaluate
other research projects and products under front-line operational
readiness requirements, with feedback leading to modification and
refinements.

i Sustainment training is receiving increasing emphasis by the Army as the

: only viable approach to maintenance of performance of critical combat unit

= tasks. One of the requirements of the sustainment approach to training

Yo . management is a detailed knowledge of both the rates of degradation of per-

‘ formance over time and the time required to train an individual on critical

: tasks. This information is ultimately related to some measure of task
difficulty. E

This report evaluates the possibility of using expert ratings of task 3
difficulty to provide the data base on task difficulty required by the sus-
3 tainment model. The research was conducted under Army Project 2Q762722A764, 1
"Training and Education". q
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A COMPARISON OF EXPERT RATINGS OF TASK DIFFICULTY WITH AN INDEPENDENT CRITERION

BRIEF

Requirement:

To evaluate the possibility of using "expert" ratings of task difficulty
to assess actual task difficulty.

Procedure:

Expert ratings of task difficulty, obtained from squad leaders and pla-
toon leaders, were compared with Skill Qualification Test (SQT) results for
soldiers at Skill Level One (SQT 2) and Skill Level Three (SQT 4). Additionally,
SQT 2 results were compared with SQT 4 results as well as SQT 2 results for
the SQT given five quarters later. The percent of soldiers missing the

written component of a particular SQT task was used as the independent mea-
sure of task difficulty.

Findings:

There was no significant correlation between the expert ratings of
difficulty and difficulty as indicated by SQT results. There was a high
correlation between SQT 2 and SQT 4 results and between results for suc-
cessive administrations of the SQT. The conclusion was that expert ratings
of difficulty may not be representative of actual task difficulty.

Utilization of Findings:

The findings suggest that it may be necessary to investigate methods
ci improving expert ratings of task difficulty in order to derive ratings
representative of actual task difficulty.

vit
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A COMPARISON OF EXPERT RATINGS OF

TASK DIFFICULTY WITH AN INDEPENDENT CRITERION

INTRODUCTION

Training management in the US Army requires the training manager to
possess detailed information regarding individual tasks for planning and
scheduling purposes. This information must include task difficulty, which
serves as a guide for setting priorities when planning training and as

an indicator of the training time needed when scheduling training. The
most common method of determining task difficulty is to ask for "expert"
opinion regarding the difficulty of training an individual on a particular
individual task. The expert is usually someone, such as a first line
supervisor, who is thought to have an insight into the training process.

In the absence of empirical information, these experts must be con-
sidered to be making judgements about task difficulty under conditions
of uncertainty. This may lead to systematic errors of judgements result-
ing from erroneous intuitions about the nature of the factor being judged.
This means that the judges may have personal conceptions about what con-
stitutes a difficult task, which may or may not be representative of actual
difficulty (Kahneman and Tversky, 1977; Tversky and Kahneman, 1977).
Expert opinion is rarely tested against an unrelated criterion measure of
the factor being judged. This must be done to insure that there is an
empirical foundation for such judgements of task difficulty.

PURPOSE

The research reported here was conducted to evaluate expert ratings
of task difficulty. Ratings of task difficulty represent a potential
data base for developing predictive models of retention for specific
tasks. Such a model is needed if a sustainment approach to training is
to be eventually adopted by Army battalions. The sustainment approach
requires that the training manager have access to the degradation rates
for all tasks on which the battalion must train. From this information
the training manager can determine the training frequency on each task
required to produce an acceptable level of sustainment.

Ratings of task difficulty, obtained from squad leaders and platocon
leaders, were compared with Skill Qualification Test (SQT) results for
soldiers in grades E1-E4. The SQT is a performance-based measure of job
proficiency consisting of a number of tests of tasks which are constructed
using behaviorally derived scoring standards. The SQT may have a hands-on
component, a performance certification component, and a written component.
The written component consists of a number of tests of tasks, each repre-
sented by a set of items designed to measure essential behaviors or steps
in performing the task. The exact nature of the SQT varies with the res-
ponsibilities of the military grade, and thus skill level, of the subpopu-
lation being tested. Research has shown that performance on written tests

P




correlates highly with the level of performance on actual performance tests
if the written tests are criterion referenced to the same set of criteria

as the actual performance test (Osborn and Ford, 1978). The SQT is criterion
referenced and each task on the written component is validated against actual
1 performance on the task (Maier and Hershfield, 1978; Osborn et al., 1977).

1
The results of the written component of the SQT should relate to task
difficulty, with more difficult tasks being missed more frequently than less g
difficult tasks., This is indirectly implied in that the percent of individ-
uals missing a question on the written component of the SQT is a direct
measure of item difficulty of the particular question (Steinheiser et. al,
1978). If the item is validated as discriminating between performers and
non-performers, then the item difficulty is related to task difficulty,
with performance on a set of items being a relative measure of the actual
difficulty of any particular task. The assertion that SQT results are
representative of difficulty might not hold if soldiers were trained to a
high level of performance on difficult tasks and a low level of performance
on easy tasks. This would normally not be the case, since one trial per-
formance is the US Army criterion. Additionally, there is such a variety
of training methods and training priorities within the US Army that the
likelihood of a systematic bias in training would be small. This would mean
that in the best case all tasks would be trained to criterion, and in the
worst case there would be random training of tasks to criterion (Yates, 1979).
With this in mind, the written component of SQT2 was selected as the indepen-
. dent criterion against which the expert ratings of task difficulty were
evaluated. SQT2 was selected because of the large number of soldiers and
organizations represented, limiting the introduction of a systematic training
bias. Also, SQT2 is for low ranking soldiers who have been in the service
’ for a relatively short period of time. This helps to insure that over-
3 learning on any set of tasks has not occurred, and that most soldiers do not
1 pass most tasks.

ta

The real advantages of using ratings of difficulty as opposed to act-
ually measuring difficulty or obtaining SQT results are numerous. There are
hundreds of tasks in the US Army inventory of tasks and the logistics of
collecting data on each task is enormous. Obtaining ratings from experts
is a relatively simple and low-cost process. The SQT results could provide
part of the answer, but there are no SQTs yet for many Military Occupational
Specialities (MOSs). Additionally, many of the tasks for any particular MOS
having an SQT are never tested, leaving the data base incomplete for the MOS.

METHOD

Judgements were obtained, during a previous research effort, from
sixty-eight (68) randomly selected squad leaders and platoon leaders in

‘ mechanized infantry units regarding the difficulty of eighteen (18) Skill
level One (SL1) individual tasks for E1-E4 soldiers in MOS 11B. The judges

difficult and extremely difficult (Bonner, 1978). These data were transposed
into a form more amenable to analysis. Using the values of easy=0, moderately
difficult=50, and extremely difficult=100, the rated task difficulty was

'

\ were asked to rate the difficulty of each task in terms of easy, moderately
R d -

]

PR - ., o,




),
t
,u
|

A

R R 55 N A S e T

Lo T il v N

Percent of Soldiers Missing SQT2 Task, Percent of Judgements in

converted into a scale of 0-100, with the category frequency serving as
the weight for each value.

Each major command receives a quarterly SQT report listing the percent
of men failing to pass each task on the SQT. This SQT report was obtained
and data extracted for the same eighteen (18) tasks of interest for MOS 1l1B
soldiers in grades E1-E4, and from the same population of mechanized infantry
units as the squad leaders and platoon leaders. For each of the individual
tasks of interest, the percent of men missing the written component task
was taken as a direct measure of task difficulty. The assumption of this
report is that the less the task was missed, the less difficult the task.
The SQT data were derived from the written component results for 2,003
E1-E4s. Table 1 shows the category frequencies and weighted difficulty
for the expert judgements, and the percent missing for the SQT data.

TABLE 1

Each Category, and Weighted Difficulty

r= -,375, d4df=16, p > .10

SQT2%* -JUDGEMENTS* *
%$Soldiers Moderately Very Weighted
Task Missing Easy Difficult Difficult Difficulty

071-11A-0001 51 66 30 4 19
071-11A-0150 41 66 28 6 20
071-11A-0502 26 49 41 10 31
071-11A-0511 42 66 24 10 22
071-11A-0704 25 38 43 19 41
071-11A-0705 63 44 43 13 35
071-11A-0703 47 51 40 9 29
071-11A-0801 49 81 13 6 13
071-11A~0960 53 54 28 18 32
071-11A-2003 52 82 18 0 9
071-11A~2004 52 63 33 4 21
071-11B~2006 30 69 28 3 17
071-11A-~-2104 46 50 43 7 29
071-11A-2401 58 57 33 10 27
071-11A~1501 73 65 29 6 21
071-11A-~-4402 69 71 23 6 18
071-11A~4502 37 65 28 7 21
071-11A~-4503 25 37 40 23 43
*N=2,003

**N=68




Since it is possible that the judges rated task difficulty in terms of
their own ability and personal experience with the task, SQT written com-
ponent results were obtained for SQT4 (N=349). This is the SQT that a
squad leader would be expected to take. Although these data are for squad
leaders, similar results could be expected from platoon leaders since they
have a similar degree of competence on the tasks as squad leaders. This
similar competence is due to the nature of the branch training platoon
leaders receive as they complete their basic officer training. Therefore,
SQT4 results should be representative of task difficulty for both squad
leaders and platoon leaders. There were nine (9) written component tasks
in common between SQT2 and SQT4, and seven (7) written component tasks
in common between SQT4 and the difficulty ratings. These tasks, with
the percent of soldiers missing the tasks, and the weighted difficulty,
are shown in Table 2.

e '~ TABLE 2

Percent of Soldiers Missing Task on SQT2 and SQT4, and Weighted Difficulty

[ S ———

SQT2* SQT4*
: % Soldiers % Soldiers Weighted ***
Task Missing Missing Difficulty
, 071-11A-0001 51 41 19
071-11A-0705 62 47 35
071-11A-0960 53 51 32
071-11A-~2003 52 52 9
071-11A-2104 46 38 29
071-11A-2304 88 77 no data 2
071-11A-2401 58 30 27
071-11A-1501 73 57 21
071-11A-4505 74 51 no data
é *N=2,003
**N=349
**AN=68

r=+.774, df=7, p < .02 (between SQT2 and SQT4)
r=-.264, df=5, p > .10 (between SQT4 and Weighted Difficulty)

e
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There is also a possibility that SQT results are not stable in terms
of relative task difficulty. This could result from differences in the
nature or wording of particular questions on successive forms of the
written component of the SQT. As a check on this stability, the SQT2
results (SQT2A) which were correlated with the ratings of task difficulty
were compared with the SQT2 results for the SQT (SQT2B) given to the same
population of mechanized infantry battalions five quarters later. The
fourteen (14) tasks in common between the two SQTs and the percent of
soldiers missing the tasks are shown in Table 3.

TABLE 3

Percent of Soldiers Missing Task on Successive Administrations of SQT2

e ot oA L

SQT2A SQT2B**
% Soldiers % Soldiers
TASK Missing Missing
: 071-11A-0150 41 34
¢ 071-11A-0502 26 25
071-11A-0511 42 36
071~11A-0704 25 29
071~11A-0705 63 60
071~11A-0703 47 41
071-11A-0801 49 48
071~-11A-2003 52 49
: 071-11A-2004 52 75
H 071-11B-2006 30 33
’ 071-11A-2104 46 52
071-11A-2401 58 48
071-11A-1501 73 69
071-11A-4503 25 29
*N=2,003
**N=1,337

r=+.854, df=12, p < .001
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RESULTS

The percent of soldiers missing the task on SQT2 and the weighted
task difficulty, for each of the eighteen (18) tasks in Table 1, were
correlated by the Pearson method. The correlation was found to be
non-significant (r=-.375, df=16, p>.10).

The percent of soldiers missing a task on SQT2 was correlated by the
same method with the percent of soldiers missing the same task on SQT4
for each of the nine (9) tasks in Table 2. The correlation was significant
(r=+.774, df=7, p< .02).

The percent of soldiers missing an SQT4 was correlated by the same
method with the weighted task difficulty for each of the seven (7) tasks
in Table 2. The correlation was nonsignificant (r=-.264, df=5, p>.10).

The percent of soldiers missing a task on the earlier SQT2 (SQT2a)
was correlated by the same method with the percent of soldiers missing
the same task on the later SQT2 (SQT2B) for the fourteen (14) tasks in
Table 3. The correlation was highly significant (r=+.854, df=12, p<.00l).

DISCUSSION

The results indicate that the expert ratings of task difficulty may
not be representative of the actual task difficulty. The low correlation
{r=-.375, p>.10) between the weighted ratings of difficulty and the SQT2
results suggests that the squad leaders and platoon leaders may have been
guessing at the task difficulty without relying on some common conception
of jus* what constitutes task difficulty. This is, of course, dependent
upon whether or not the written component of the SQT is representative of
actual task performance. The SQT is criterion referenced and validated
against actual performance, as previously mentioned. The high correlation
(r=+.854, p<.00l1) between two administrations of the SQT, as well as the
high correlation (r=+.774, p<.02) between SQT2 and SQT4, lends support
to this idea and indicates that is is unlikely that the earlier SQT was
unrepresentative of SQTs in general.

The possibility exists that the criteria for task difficulty utilized
by the squad leaders and platoon leaders does not apply to or is not rep-
resented by the SQT2. The weighted rating of task difficulty might then
be expected not to correlate with the SQT2 results, but to be representative
of difficulty with respect to SQT4 only. The low correlation (r=-.264,
p>.10) between SQT4 and weighted rating of difficulty suggests that this is
not the case.

The negative, though insignificant, correlation between the ratings of
task difficulty and SQT results for both inexperienced soldiers (SQT2, r=-,375)
and experienced soldiers (SQT4, r=-.264) is interesting, and is suggestive
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of a trend. This apparent trend should only be attributed to a random
variance due to the nonsignificant r, but there may actually be a bias
in the ratings that result in the negative correlation. The most likely
reason for a trend, if such a trend exists, is that the raters tended to
rate all tasks as easy regardless of the relative difficulty. The fact
that many of the difficult tasks were rated as being easy suggests a
lack of familiarity with difficult tasks.

The results do not imply that expert ratings cannot be used as
estimates of task difficulty, but only that new methods must be devised
to insure the use of relevant criteria for task difficulty across raters.
Crocker et al. (1977) suggests that one of the major sources of judgemental
uncertainty is a random and unpredictable environment which produces
random and unpredictable information, making it difficult for a judge to
discern an information pattern. This may be the case in the turbulent
military environment. One possible approach to future ratings of task
difficulty is to define for the rater just what factors or elements
contribute to task difficulty. However, there is a problem in defining
the components of task difficulty for the rater. Task difficulty can be
described in terms of task complexity, and can be resolved into functional
and process components. Functional complexity describes the number of sub-
tasks comprising a task and process complexity the information processing
requirements of a subtask (Teichner, 1974). The relevant components of the
task described to the rater are inheretly dependent upon the task taxonomy
used to provide the terminology, and the level of detail required to enable
the rater to discriminate between tasks along the dimension of difficulty.
Judgemental biases of multidimensional complexity descriptions could possibly
be reduced through the techniques of sensitivity analysis (Fischhoff et al.,
1978).
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1 FAA Astonautical Cir Oklahoma City, ATTN: AAC 440D
2 USA Fid Aty Sch, Ft Silt, ATTN Lihrary

1 USA Armar Seh, Fit Knox, ATTN Library

1 USA Aeoaar Seh. Ft Knor, ATTN ATSB N F

1TUSA Arevr Setr Fe Koo, ATTN ATSB OT T8
TUSA Armior Sch Bt b ATTN ATSR CD AD
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HAQUSACDEC, Ft Ord, ATTN: Litwary

HOUSACOEC, Ft Ord, ATTN: ATEC EX E Hum Factors
USAEEC, Ft Bemjamin Hartison, ATTN Litwary

USAPACDC, Ft Benjamun Harnison, ATTN ATCP HR

USA Comm. Elect Sch, Ft Monmaouth, ATIN ATSN EA
USAEC, Ft Monmouth, ATTN: AMSEL CT HDP

USAEC, Ft Monmouth, ATTN: AMSEL -PA P

USAEC, Ft Monmouth, ATTN- AMSEL S! CB

USAEC, F1t Monmouth, ATTN C, Fac! Dev Br

USA Materials Sys Anal Agey. Aberdeen, ATTN AMXSY P
Edyewood Arsenal, Aberdeen, ATTN: SARFA HL H

USA Ord Ctr & Sch, Aberdeen, ATTN: ATSL- TEM C

USA Hum Engr Lab. Aberdeen, ATTN Library /Die

USA Cumbat Arms Tng Bd, Ft Bennwng, ATTN  Ad Supervisor
USA Intantiy Hum Rsch Unit, F1 Benning, ATTN: Chict

USA infantry 8d, Ft Benning, ATTN: STEBC TF T

USASMA, Ft Bliss, ATTN: ATSS LRC

USA A Det Sch. F1 Biiss, ATTN: ATSA CTD ME

USA Au Def Sch, F1 Bliss, ATTN Tech Liby

USA Air Del Bd. Ft Bhss, ATTN: FILES

USA Air Def Bd, F1 Bliss, ATTN- STEBD PO

USA Cind & General Stf Coliege, Ft Leavenworth, ATTN: L)

USA Cnwd & General Stf College, Ft Leavenworth, ATTN ATSW -SE |
USA Cmd & General St Cullege, Ft Leavenwaortt:, ATIN. Eif Advisor
USA Comtuned Acns Cmbt Dev Act, Ft Leaveoworth, ATTN: DepCeh
USA Combined Arms Cmbt Dev Act, Ft Leavenworth, ATTN: CCS
USA Combined Arms Cmbt Dev Act, Ft Leavenworth, ATTN: ATCASA
USA Comiunad Arms Cmbt Dev Act, Ft Leavenworth, ATTN: ATCACO -£
USA Comlnned At Cmbit Dev Act, Tt Leavenworth, ATTN: ATCACC - €t
USAFCOM, Nught Vision Lab, Ft Belvirr, ATTN: AMSEL NV -SD
USA Computer Sys Cmd, Ft Belvoir, ATTN:- Tech Library
USAMERDC F1 Beivorr, ATTN STSFB DQ

USA Enq Sch, Ft Betvarr, ATTN: Library

USA Topographic Lab, Ft Belvorr, ATTN- ETL TD -S

USA Topogtaptuc [Lab, Ft Beivoir, ATTN: STINFO Center

USA Topagraptuc Lab, Ft Belvou, ATTN: ETL GSL

VISA titelbigene: 19 & Sels, £ Huachoes, ATTN CTIY MS

USA Intethaencr: Ctt & Seh, Ft Huschuca, ATTN: ATS- CTD-MS
USA Intetligence Ctr & Sch, Ft Huachaca, ATTN ATSH-TE

1ISA Intethgence Ctr & Sch, Ft Huachuca. ATTN: ATSI- TFX GS
USA lotelhgence Ctr & Sch, Ft Huachuca, ATTN: ATSE -CTS- OR
USA 1ntethgence Ctr & Sch, Ft Huachuca, ATTN ATS)-CTD OT
USA (nteifigence Ctr & Sch, Ft Huachuca, ATTN: ATSI-CTD CS
USA Intelligence Ct: & Sch, Ft Huschuca, ATTN DAS/SRD

USA hitellience Ctr & Sch. Ft Huachues, ATTN: ATS!- TEM
USA Intelhgence Cti & Sch, Ft Huachues, ATTN Lidwary

COR, HQ F1 Huarhuca, ATTN Tech Ret Div

CDR, USA Electronic Pryg Grd, ATTN  STEFP MT-S

HQ. TCATA ATTN Tech Litwary

HO, TCATA ATTN- AT CAT-OP-Q, Ft Hood

1 U4SA Recrusting Cmd, £t Sheridan, ATTN: USARCPM-P

1 Senior Army Adv., USAFAGOD/TAC, Elgin AF Aux FkiNo 9

1 HQ, USARPAC. DCSPER, APO SF 98558, ATTN: GPPE St

1 Stimson Lib, Academy of Health Sciences, Ft Sam Houston

1 Marine Corps Inst., ATTN: Dean-MCI

1 HO, USMC, Commandant, ATTN: Code MTMT

1 HQ, USMC, Commandant, ATTN: Code MPI-20-28

2 USCG Academy, New London, ATTN: Admission

2 USCG Academy. New London, ATTN: Library

1 USCG Traning Ctr. NY, ATTN: CO

1 USCG Traning Ctr. NY, ATTN Educ Sve Otc

1 UISCG, Pevchol Res Be, DC. ATTN GP 1/62

1 H(} Mui Range Br, MC Det, Quantico, ATTN PAS D
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US Marine Corps Liaison Ofc, AMC, Alexandria, ATTN: AMCGS I
USATRADOC, Ft Monroe, ATTN: ATRO-ED
USATRADOC, Ft Monroe, ATTN: ATPR--AD
USATRADOC, Ft Monroe, ATTN: ATTS-EA

USA Forces Cmdd, Ft McPherson, ATTN: Libsary

USA Aviation Test Bd, Ft Rucker, ATTN: STEBG-PO

USA Agey for Aviation Safety, Ft Rucker, ATTN: Library
USA Agey tor Aviation Safety, Ft Rucker, ATTN: Educ Advisor
USA Aviation Sch, Ft Rucker, ATTN: PO Drawer O

HQUSA Aviation Sys Cmd, St Louis, ATTN: AMSAV-ZDR
USA Aviation Sys Test Act., Edwards AFB, ATTN: SAVTE--T
USA Air Det Sch, F1 Bliss, ATTN: ATSA TEM

USA Air Maluhity Rsch & Dev Lab, Moffett Fid, ATTN: SAVDL -AS
USA Aviation Sch, Res Tng Mgt, Ft Rucker, ATTN: ATST-T-RTM
USA Aviastion Sch, CO, Ft Rucker, ATTN: ATST-D-A

HO, DARCOM, Alexandris, ATTN: AMXCD -TL

HQ, DARCOM, Alexandria, ATTN: COR

US Military Academy, West Point, ATTN: Serials Unit

US Military Academy, West Point, ATTN: Ofc of Milt Ldishp
US Military Academy. West Point, ATTN: MAOR
USA Stendardization Gp, UK, FPO NY, ATTN: MASE-GC
Ofc of Naval Rsch, Arlington, ATTN: Code 452
Ofc of Naval Rsch, Arlington, ATTN: Code 458
Ofc of Naval Rsch, Arlington, ATTN: Code 450
Ofc of Naval Rsch, Arlington, ATTN: Code 441
Naval Aerospc Med Res Lah, Pensacola, ATYN: Acous Sch Div
Naval Asrosnc Med Res Lah, Pensacola, ATTN: Code LS1
Naval Asrospc Med Res Lab, Pensacola, ATTN: Code LS
Chief of NavPers, ATTN: Pers-OR

NAVAIRSTA, Norfolk, ATTN: Safety Ctr

Nav Ocsanographic, DC, ATTN: Code 6251, Charts & Tech
Center of Naval Angl, ATTN: Doc Ctr

NavAirSysCom, ATTN: AIR--5313C

Nav BuMed, ATTN: 713

NaviHelicopterSubSqua 2, FPO SF 96601

AFHRL (FT) Willisms AFB

AFHRL (TT) Lowry AFB

AFHRAL (AS) WPAFB, OH
AFHRL (DOJZ) Brooks AFB

AFHRL (DOJN) Lackland AFB

HQUSAF (INYSD)

HQUSAF (DPXXA)

AFVTG (RD) Randoiph AFB

AMRL (HE) WPAFB, OH

AF inst of Tech, WPAFB, OH, ATTN: ENE/SL

ATC (XPTD) Randolph AFB
USAF AeroMer Lib, Brooks AFB {SUL - 4), ATTN: DOC SEC
AFOSR (NL), Artington
AF Log Cmd, McClellan AFB, ATTN: ALC/DPCRS
Air Force Academy, CO, ATTN: Dept of Be! Scn

NavPers & Dev Ctr, San Diego
Navy Med Neuropsychistric Rsch Unit, Sen Diego
Nav Electronic Lab, San Diego, ATTN: Res Lasb
Nav TrngCen, San Diego, ATTN: Code 9000-Lib
NavPostGraSch, Monter:y, ATTN: Code 56As
NavPostGraSch, Monterey, ATTN: Code 2124
NavTrngEquipCtr, Orlando, ATTN: Tech Lib

US Dept of Labor, DC, ATTN: Manpower Admin

US Dept of Justice, DC, ATTN: Drug Enforce Admin

Nat Bur of Stendards, DC, ATTN: Computer Info Section
Nat Clearing House for MH --Info, Rockville

Oenver Federat Ctr, Lakewood, ATTN: BLM
12 Defense Documentation Center

4 Dir Psych, Army Hq, Russeil Ofcs, Canberrs

1 Scientific Adver, Mil Bd, Army Ha, Russell Ofcs, Canberrs

1 Mil and Air Attache, Austrian Embaessy

1 Centre de Recherche Des Facteurs, Humaine de ls Defense

Nationale, Brussels

2 Canadisn Joint Steff Washington

1 C/Air Staff, Royst Canadian AF, ATTN: Pers Std Anal Br

3 Chiet, Conadian Def Rsch Statf, ATTN: C/CROS(W)

4 Buinish Def Staff, British Embassy, Washington

-t b b b b D wd o AN e e b A e e N et e g o o et ot e s b b e () e e e e o ) et e o e A et o A et ad () we me

10

- . - ARVl PO

1 Def & Cwvil Inst of Enviro Medicine, Canada

1 AIR CRESS, Kensington, ATTN: info Sys Br

1 Militssrpsvkologisk Tjeneste, Copenhagen

1 Military Attache, French Embaessy, ATTN: Doc Sec

1 Medecin Chef, C.E.RP A —Arsenal, Touton/Navsl F rance

1 Prin Scientific Off, Appl Hum Engr Rsch Div, Ministry
of Defense, New Delhi

1 Pers Rach Ofc Library, AKA, Israsl Defense Forces

1 Ministeris van Defensie, DOOP/KL Afd Sociast
Psychologische Zaken, The Hague, Netherlands




